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Q. Please state your name and business address with PacifiCorp dba Rocky 1 

Mountain Power (“the Company”). 2 

A. My name is Joshua B. Jones. My business address is 1407 West North Temple, Salt 3 

Lake City, Utah 84116. I am currently employed as Vice President, Asset Management 4 

and Wildfire Strategy for Rocky Mountain Power. 5 

Q. Please describe your education and professional background. 6 

A. I have a BS in Electrical Engineering from the University of Wyoming, a MS in 7 

Management and Leadership, and I am a registered Professional Engineer in Utah. I 8 

have been with PacifiCorp since 2005, and have held various leadership roles in 9 

engineering, operations, capital investment and asset management. I was actively 10 

engaged with the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (“IEEE”) 1366 11 

working group from 2007 to 2010 and continue to be engaged with that group’s annual 12 

benchmarking efforts.  13 

Q. Have you previously filed testimony before the Public Service Commission of Utah 14 

(“Commission”)?  15 

A. Yes.  16 

I. PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY17 

Q. Please describe the purpose of your response testimony.  18 

A. My response testimony addresses the recommendations from the Utah Large Customer 19 

Group (the “UTLCG”) witness James R. Dauphinais regarding the Company’s capital 20 

additions in the case that support electric service reliability and power quality.  21 
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Q. Please describe the position of the UTLCG regarding the Company’s service 22 

quality and power quality.  23 

A.  The UTLCG discusses the Company’s proposed plant additions and recommends the 24 

Commission deny recovery of $27.1 million of projects that target reliability 25 

improvement unless the Company can demonstrate that these projects will improve 26 

system reliability and reduce the frequency of outages and durations.1  27 

Q. Does the UTLCG offer other recommendations with respect to service quality? 28 

A. Yes. UTLCG recommends that for future general rate cases the Commission require 29 

the Company to provide testimony supporting its reliability-related investments with 30 

data and narrative descriptions of how they will improve system reliability as well as 31 

reliability and power quality data by specific customer class and voltage level. Finally, 32 

UTLCG requests the Commission establish a formal process for large customers to 33 

report and resolve issues with power quality and reliability.  34 

II. CAPITAL ADDITIONS SUPPORTING DISTRIBUTION AND 35 

TRANSMISSION RELIABILITY 36 

Q. Please describe Mr. Dauphinais’ adjustment to remove $27 million in reliability 37 

capital additions from the Company’s revenue requirement in this proceeding. 38 

A. Mr. Dauphinais proposes removing $27 million in projects from the test period in this 39 

case on the basis that the Company has doubled its spending for these types of projects 40 

since 2019, but it has not led to improvements in electric service reliability.2  41 

 

 

 
1 Direct Testimony of James R. Dauphinais at 21-22. 
2 Id. 
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Q. Please describe the projects included in the $27 million capital forecast that are at 42 

issue in this case. 43 

A. Company witness Shelley E. McCoy presented the Company’s capital additions in the 44 

direct testimony as Exhibit RMP___(SEM-3). Pages 8.5.28 of Ms. McCoy’s exhibit 45 

included two lines labeled Transmission Reliability Improvements for $4.3 million and 46 

Targeted Reliability Improvements Distribution Utah for $11.4 million. These line 47 

items are funding for upgrading and/or replacing transmission and distribution assets 48 

for the purpose of improving the reliability of the electrical system and are generally 49 

made up of multiple small projects for less than $1 million for the Company to add 50 

and/or replace equipment to reduce customer minutes lost or outage risk as well as 51 

improve restoration times.  52 

Q. Is the Company able to provide project details for these investments?  53 

A.  Yes. All capital expenditures require an appropriation request for funding. These 54 

reliability appropriation requests include a purpose and necessity for these reliability 55 

projects. Additionally, the Company provides both a mid-year and annual Service 56 

Quality Review which outlines the reliability performance, state guarantees, 57 

maintenance and capital investments specifically targeted at maintaining or improving 58 

reliability.  59 

Q. Did the Company provide additional information to UTLCG regarding these 60 

projects through discovery? 61 

A. Yes. The Company provided a significant amount of supporting documentation 62 

through discovery including the scope and description of the project, detailed estimates 63 

of the expenditures and plans supporting the investment.  64 
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Q. In response to Mr. Dauphinais recommendation, can you please describe these 65 

capital additions and how they relate to reliability for the record? 66 

A. Mr. Dauphinais incorrectly categorizes these capital expenses as blanket investments 67 

without details. These are investment categories, and each has multiple individual 68 

appropriation request project details. These categories are aggregated by state and by 69 

system type (transmission or distribution). Large reliability projects are reported as an 70 

individual line item.  71 

Q. Mr. Dauphinais criticizes the Company for not including a witness in the direct 72 

testimony to support the $27 million of projects. How do you respond? 73 

A. Most, if not all, implemented improvements on the Company’s system have a proactive 74 

and positive impact on reliability and service quality. As previously noted, the 75 

Company files with the Commission its mid-year and annual Service Quality Review 76 

which outlines the reliability performance, maintenance and capital expenditures. Ms. 77 

McCoy describes the Company’s process for identifying capital projects in general rate 78 

cases for which it presents a witness.  79 

Q.  In Table JRD-3, UTLCG provides a history of reliability performance metrics for 80 

from 2019 through 2023. How do you respond? 81 

A. Mr. Dauphinais compares the Company’s System Average Interruption Duration Index 82 

(“SAIDI”) and System Average Interruption Frequency Index (“SAIFI”) and concludes 83 

that SAID has declined, but SAIFI has improved. Mr. Dauphinais’ claim is not 84 

accurate. As outlined in the company’s Service Quality Report both SAIDI and SAIFI 85 

have experienced an improving trend over the past ten years.  86 
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Figure 1 87 

 

Q.  Mr. Dauphinais criticizes the Company for not improving performance despite 88 

increasing investments to support reliability. How do you respond? 89 

A. It is important to note that, as outlined in the IEEE Benchmarking Survey, which I 90 

present as Exhibit RMP___(JBJ-1R), the industry has been experiencing declining 91 

performance over the past five years in SAIDI and relatively flat or declining 92 

performance in SAIFI while the Company has experienced an improving trend in both 93 

SAIDI and SAIFI. Figures 2 and 3, which are excerpts from the IEEE Benchmarking 94 

Survey, highlight this trend.  95 
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Figure 2

Figure 3 

 

 Maintaining or improving reliability performance during a time of more severe weather 96 

conditions, supply chain shortages and labor shortages is a considerable 97 

accomplishment for any reliability improvement program. 98 

Q. In Table JRD-4, UTLCG provides a comparison of reliability performance 99 

metrics for investor-owned utilities that it claims share similar geographic 100 

diversity and weather conditions. Is this comparison relevant? 101 

A. No. The comparison between areas with different geography like Arizona Public 102 

Service in Arizona or a small territory size like Cheyenne Light Fuel & Power 103 
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(“CLFP”) for example is not a meaningful way to benchmark reliability. The best 104 

comparison of reliability is to compare year-over-year performance. However, if 105 

industry benchmarking is used, the more relevant approach is to use benchmarks like 106 

IEEE’s SAIDI and SAIFI benchmarks. Rocky Mountain Power has more miles of 107 

exposure across a very diverse geographic territory compared to utilities that provide 108 

electrical service in condensed areas such as Cheyenne Light Fuel and Power. The 109 

restoration times for utilities can depend on the size of the territory. The less time it 110 

takes to get to the outage, the quicker it can be restored depending on the issue that is 111 

discovered. Comparing the Company to utilities like Nevada Power are also less 112 

meaningful as the performance is largely driven by the customer base in Las Vegas 113 

which is a very compact service territory relative to the Company’s with a younger 114 

group of assets.  115 

Q.  Does UTLCG’s reliability ranking represent industry standard reliability 116 

benchmarks? 117 

A.  No. The industry approach to benchmarking is done through the annual IEEE 118 

Benchmark Results issued by the Distribution Reliability Working Group which 119 

PacifiCorp participates in. IEEE presents benchmarking results by region, utility size, 120 

and by quartile for the IEEE 1366 standard metrics SAIDI, SAIFI and CAIDI. The 121 

benchmark trend is provided from 2005 through the reporting year.  122 

Q.  Can you share the Company’s recent reliability benchmarks?  123 

A.  Yes. As reported in the Company’s 2023 and mid-year 2024 Service Quality Report, 124 

Rocky Mountain Power in Utah has delivered improving SAIDI trend over the last ten 125 

years while the industry benchmarked performance has experienced a degradation in 126 
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performance (increase in SAIDI) with most notable industry degradation in 127 

performance from 2013 through 2022.  128 

Q.  Are you saying that the Company’s reliability performance has improved 129 

compared to relevant IEEE industry standard benchmarks showing declining 130 

performance?  131 

A.  Yes.  132 

Q.  Mr. Dauphinais claims that the Company experienced an elevated number of 133 

outages in the summer of 2024, claiming one-third of the outages could have been 134 

avoided through better planning or investment strategies. How do you respond?  135 

A.  Mr. Dauphinais bases this claim off of new reports and not actual data that can be found 136 

in the Company’s mid-year Service Quality Report for 2024.  137 

III. REPORTING FOR SERVICE QUALITY AND POWER QUALITY 138 

Q.  Mr. Dauphinais discusses the Company’s service quality reports, claiming the 139 

reports do not provide meaningful information related to power quality data? Do 140 

you agree that the Company does not have any power quality reporting 141 

requirements in Utah? 142 

A. No. The Company files power quality reports with the Commission that are separate 143 

from service quality review reports. In 2022, the Company established annual power 144 

quality reporting as part of a collaborative working group that included large industrial 145 

customers.3 This report is filed annually on February 15 and provides an opportunity 146 

for customers to raise concerns and advocate for power quality issues in front of the 147 

Commission. In addition, the Company is required to submit electrical power delivery 148 

 
3 See Rocky Mountain Power’s Request to Establish Reporting for Power Quality, Docket No. 22-035-34.  
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quality plans pursuant to the Electrical Power Delivery Quality Act.4 The first plan was 149 

submitted on March 28, 2024, in Docket No. 24-035-16. The correct forum to review 150 

the types of metrics and propose changes that UTLCG is describing is not a general 151 

rate case, especially when the company makes this type of data available to customers 152 

in other forums and upon request.  153 

Because the Company already provides transparency into the power quality of 154 

the entire system through its annual reporting and engages with power quality sensitive 155 

customers to provide additional, specific information, the Company opposes any 156 

recommendations for these new data requirements in a general rate case. Additionally, 157 

these recommendations would prioritize the interests of large industrial users at the 158 

expense of the Company’s other customers.  159 

Q. Mr. Dauphinais recommends the Commission direct the Company to provide 160 

reliability metrics and power quality data by specific customer classes and/or 161 

voltage levels in future rate proceedings. Do you agree a general rate case is the 162 

proper forum for these concerns? 163 

A. No. Service quality and power quality concerns are properly addressed as part of the 164 

established semi-annual service quality and annual power quality report proceedings. 165 

These existing forums are better suited for these issues.  166 

Q. Does the Company agree to provide the service quality and power quality data by 167 

specific customer classes and/or voltage levels in the report proceedings? 168 

A. No. This is not the industry standard for collecting or reporting reliability or power 169 

quality. Additionally, the Company provides customer-specific information on 170 

 
4 Utah Code 54-25-101, 54-25-102, and 54-25-201. 
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reliability and power quality upon a customer’s request.  171 

Q. Mr. Dauphinais claims the Company refused to provide reliability and power 172 

quality data for Schedule 9 customers when requested through discovery. Can you 173 

please explain?  174 

A. Mr. Dauphinais is referring to a discovery question asked by UTLCG where it 175 

requested copies of correspondence between the Company and its Schedule 9 176 

customers since January 1, 2022, regarding issues related to power outages, momentary 177 

outages, outage duration or any other asserted reliability issues. According to Utah 178 

Administrative Rule 746-460-3(4), the Company may share confidential customer 179 

usage data if it is aggregated in such a way that no individual customer’s data is 180 

identifiable. Regarding the UTLCG’s request, the Company reviewed its 181 

correspondence with its Schedule 9 customers and determined this type of aggregation 182 

would not be possible and providing the information to UTLCG would mean providing 183 

customer sensitive data. The Company takes its commitment to protecting utility 184 

customer data very seriously and refused to provide the correspondence of its Schedule 185 

9 customers with UTLCG. It’s important to note that UTLCG was requesting customer 186 

specific information for other Schedule 9 customers. 187 

Q. Does the Company provide information regarding power quality events to a 188 

customer upon request? 189 

A. Rocky Mountain Power has account managers that work closely with large industrial 190 

and commercial customers. Customers that are experiencing power quality issues will 191 

report them to their account manager who will engage the Company’s power quality 192 

team to investigate their concerns. As part of that investigation, a tracking log is 193 
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provided to the customer to assist them in identifying when power quality events have 194 

occurred and to monitory for future power quality events. 195 

Q. Mr. Dauphinais also requests the Commission establish a formal process for large 196 

customers to report and resolve issues related to power quality and service quality. 197 

Do you agree?  198 

A. No. As previously discussed, a large customer can raise issues with service quality or 199 

power quality in the existing annual processes on service quality review and power 200 

quality reporting. Also, any customer has the right to initiate an informal or formal 201 

compliant process pursuant to Commission Rule R746-1-201. These existing forums 202 

are more than adequate and there is no need to establish a separate, special process for 203 

large customers and doing so could be considered discriminatory to other classes of 204 

utility customers.  205 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 206 

A.  Yes.  207 
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2023 Distribution Reliability Working Group Meeting

July 19, 2023   Orlando, FL 

IEEE Benchmark Year 2023 
Results for 2022 Data
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History of the Study

Background

1. Initiated in 2003, conducted annually
2. Participants are anonymous with key identifier to retain anonymity
3. Participation list is not revealed to anyone
4. Each participant can choose to share their results
5. No inference is made about good or bad reliability
6. Intended to provide information for users to assess their 

performance relative to peers
7. Called the 2023 Study (for 2022 Results)
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Benchmarking
Using annual key metrics (SAIDI, SAIFI and CAIDI) to assess performance of a 
system may be useful, however, needs to be tempered with judgment

DRWG Study attempts to identify various aspects that could cause a difference in 
reported metrics
Data may not be directly comparable, since 

• Data collection & system differences exist

• Certain exclusion differences can occur, although we strive to have the differences minimized

• No exclusions for performance beyond catastrophic event day levels which could influence tmed in 
subsequent years and then roll off

IEEE 1366-2003/2012 
• addresses data issues by clearly defining the rules (i.e. what data should be excluded)

• It DOES NOT address the data collection issues

• Companies may not report all forms of outages, due to data collection issues or other reasons
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2023 Benchmark 
Results

For calendar data 2022

Rocky Mountain Power 
Exhibit RMP___(JBJ-1R) Page 4 of 23 

Docket No. 24-035-04 
Witness: Joshua B. Jones



Regions represented by the participants

2023 Benchmark Study

5

Reports on 
reliability for just 
over 70 million 
customers 
represented by 74 
operating 
companies

Region 0:  Spans States or Unknown                              

Region 1:  Northeast

Region 2:  Mid-Atlantic

Region 3:  Southeast

Region 4:  Midwest

Region 5:  Southwest

Region 6:  South

Region 7:  Northwest

5

9

16

5

7

21
8

2
Spans 
States
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Respondents in 2023:  74
About 260 companies have responded during 21-year history

6

Weighted North 
American Performance

SAIDI (minutes) 
(2022/2021)

SAIFI (interruptions) 
(2022/2021)

CAIDI (minutes) 
(2022/2021)

Total 327 vs 543 1.43 vs 1.62 228 vs 335

Underlying 137 vs 165 1.15 vs 1.265 137 vs 130

Underlying Distribution 128 vs 153 0.92 vs 1.113 138 vs 137

Underlying Feed 11.9 vs 12 0.11 vs 0.153 106 vs 77

Underlying Planned 13 vs 17 0.09 vs 0.10 147 vs 164

Major Events 170 vs 378 0.287 vs 0.355 593 vs 1,064

Major Event Distribution 151 vs 342 0.244 vs 0.297 621 vs 1,151

Major Event Feed 14 vs 37 0.031 vs 0.059 454 vs 623

74
SAIDI ALL

SAIDI 

IEEE

SAIDI 

WOF

SAIDI 

WOP SAIFI ALL SAIFI IEEE

SAIFI 

WOF

SAIFI 

WOP CAIDI ALL

CAIDI 

IEEE

CAIDI 

WOF

CAIDI 

WOP

MIN 38 22 22 22 0.39 0.20 0.20 0.20 42 39 42 41

Q1 163 90 86 84 1.12 0.84 0.77 0.68 138 106 109 107

MEDIAN 250 131 119 111 1.35 1.09 0.93 0.86 183 128 133 134

Q3 455 191 171 158 1.82 1.47 1.25 1.14 277 149 155 153

MAX 1711 582 556 518 4.15 2.45 2.42 2.05 603 275 279 289

A
L

L
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Respondents by Utility Size

Quartiles

7

4
SAIDI ALL

SAIDI 

IEEE

SAIDI 

WOF

SAIDI 

WOP SAIFI ALL SAIFI IEEE

SAIFI 

WOF

SAIFI 

WOP CAIDI ALL

CAIDI 

IEEE

CAIDI 

WOF

CAIDI 

WOP

MIN 126 86 45 32 1.24 1.04 0.45 0.31 101 83 101 103

Q1 374 166 125 108 1.75 1.26 0.91 0.75 204 100 133 138

MEDIAN 593 193 165 153 1.95 1.39 1.12 1.02 301 125 147 150

Q3 923 207 191 183 2.52 1.55 1.22 1.15 365 151 157 160

MAX 1506 247 231 216 4.15 1.83 1.29 1.17 369 170 179 185

42
SAIDI ALL

SAIDI 

IEEE

SAIDI 

WOF

SAIDI 

WOP SAIFI ALL SAIFI IEEE

SAIFI 

WOF

SAIFI 

WOP CAIDI ALL

CAIDI 

IEEE

CAIDI 

WOF

CAIDI 

WOP

MIN 45 22 22 22 0.39 0.20 0.20 0.20 45 43 43 41

Q1 167 97 92 86 1.17 0.86 0.77 0.68 142 110 113 112

MEDIAN 265 143 122 113 1.41 1.11 0.92 0.87 179 134 139 137

Q3 420 193 188 158 1.90 1.59 1.46 1.27 277 149 160 160

MAX 1711 491 479 443 2.84 2.45 2.42 2.05 603 214 222 232

28
SAIDI ALL

SAIDI 

IEEE

SAIDI 

WOF

SAIDI 

WOP SAIFI ALL SAIFI IEEE

SAIFI 

WOF

SAIFI 

WOP CAIDI ALL

CAIDI 

IEEE

CAIDI 

WOF

CAIDI 

WOP

MIN 38 32 31 29 0.59 0.52 0.52 0.43 42 39 42 42

Q1 160 85 85 81 0.99 0.82 0.79 0.70 136 101 103 103

MEDIAN 196 115 111 98 1.25 1.02 0.93 0.82 183 120 123 123

Q3 402 167 157 145 1.71 1.21 1.07 1.02 266 143 145 147

MAX 1055 582 556 518 2.61 2.12 1.99 1.79 490 275 279 289
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Historic SAIDI Quartiles
Without Major Events & Total
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Historic SAIFI Quartiles

Without Major Events & Total
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Historic CAIDI Quartiles

Without Major Events & Total
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Total SAIDI
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IEEE SAIDI
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Total SAIFI
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IEEE SAIFI
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Total CAIDI
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IEEE CAIDI
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Looking at Total 
Reliability Metrics

By Responsible System/ME & 
Underlying
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Summary Graphs

18

Underlying SAIDI 
(regional coloring); 
Underlying Planned 

shown in green; 
Underlying Tran/feed 

shown in orange

Peer utilities provide 
• Total daily data,
• After removing transmission 

outages and
• After removing transmission 

and planned outages.
We calculate:
• Major events
• Underlying distribution
• Underlying feed (transmission 

and loss of generation)
• Planned
• Major event distribution
• Major event feed
The stacked bars show them, 
sorted in ascending IEEE SAIDI 
performance.
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Summary Graphs

19

Underlying SAIDI 
(regional coloring); 
Underlying Planned 

shown in green; 
Underlying Tran/feed 

shown in orange

Peer utilities provide 
• Total daily data,
• After removing transmission 

outages and
• After removing transmission 

and planned outages.
We calculate:
• Major events
• Underlying distribution
• Underlying feed (transmission 

and loss of generation)
• Planned
• Major event distribution
• Major event feed
The stacked bars show them, 
sorted in ascending IEEE SAIDI 
performance.

Major event 
minutes of SAIDI

 (blue= distribution, 
lilac=feed)
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Summary Graphs

20

Underlying SAIDI 
(regional coloring); 
Underlying Planned 

shown in green; 
Underlying Tran/feed 

shown in orange

Peer utilities provide 
• Total daily data,
• After removing transmission 

outages and
• After removing transmission 

and planned outages.
We calculate:
• Major events
• Underlying distribution
• Underlying feed (transmission 

and loss of generation)
• Planned
• Major event distribution
• Major event feed
The stacked bars show them, 
sorted in ascending IEEE SAIDI 
performance.

Major event 
minutes of SAIDI

 (blue= distribution, 
lilac=feed)

Number of days that 
reached major event 

threshold
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Summary Graphs

21

Peer utilities provide 
• Total daily data,
• After removing transmission 

outages and
• After removing transmission 

and planned outages.
We calculate:
• Major events
• Underlying distribution
• Underlying feed (transmission 

and loss of generation)
• Planned
• Major event distribution
• Major event feed
The stacked bars show them, 
sorted in ascending IEEE SAIDI 
performance.
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22

Summary Graphs
Peer utilities provide 
• Total daily data,
• After removing transmission 

outages and
• After removing transmission 

and planned outages.
We calculate:
• Major events
• Underlying distribution
• Underlying feed (transmission 

and loss of generation)
• Planned
• Major event distribution
• Major event feed
The stacked bars show them, 
sorted in ascending IEEE SAIDI 
performance.
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Questions

23
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